Introduction {#S0001}
============

Peripheral arterial disease (PAD) is a chronic vascular disease characterized by impaired circulation to the lower extremities. While early stages of PAD may be asymptomatic, the hallmarks of its most severe stage, known as critical limb ischemia (CLI), are recurring lower extremity rest pain, ulceration, and gangrene as well as an increased risk of cardiovascular events, amputation, and death.[@CIT0001] Clinical guidelines focus on strategies to promote wound healing and limb salvage as well as medical therapy to prevent cardiovascular ischemic events.[@CIT0002] Revascularization (either surgical or endovascular) is attempted to provide sufficient blood flow to the extremities in at least 50% of the CLI patients and upwards of 90% of the patients in certain interventional centers. Minor or major amputation is utilized when less invasive treatments cannot be used or have failed.

Numerous published studies have provided informative CLI overviews focusing on intervention outcomes or emphasizing one or two elements of disease burden.[@CIT0003]--[@CIT0016] However, despite these numerous reviews, a comprehensive landscape assessment of CLI burden describing contemporary studies is lacking. Therefore, the objective of this literature review is to describe the burden of disease across several domains---epidemiologic, clinical, humanistic, and economic---focusing on key studies published since 2007.

Methods {#S0002}
=======

Literature searches of the PubMed and EMBASE databases were undertaken to identify original research studies published from January 2007 through October 2018 assessing the epidemiologic burden (ie, incidence and prevalence), quality of life burden, and economic burden of lower extremity CLI. Non-systematic review studies, editorials, letters, commentaries, or posters presented at scientific meetings were excluded. The 12-year time frame was selected to focus on the most contemporary studies published on the burden of lower extremity CLI. Each search was conducted using controlled vocabulary and limited to studies published in English and involving humans. The preliminary literature searches identified 3,254 potentially relevant studies. Two researchers independently appraised all of the abstracts from the literature searches for potential inclusion in the literature review. Additional studies were identified based on a review of the reference lists from the full-text studies and a grey search of the internet. The definition of CLI is not standardized and often varied across the studies reviewed. Since this was a "pragmatic" burden of illness review, all studies mentioning lower extremity CLI were considered for the review. Studies reporting on related topics such as trends in diagnostic or revascularization techniques or focusing exclusively on treatment outcomes associated with specific CLI treatments that did not contain any information on the burden of CLI were excluded. A total of 73 studies were selected for inclusion in this literature review.

Results {#S0003}
=======

Epidemiologic and clinical burden {#S0003-S2001}
---------------------------------

### Prevalence and incidence {#S0003-S2001-S3001}

Disease prevalence and incidence are epidemiologic terms that define a population at a single point in time (prevalence) or as the number of new cases that develop in a specified time period (incidence). Together, these two building blocks of epidemiology help to characterize disease burden in terms of the total numbers of patients, establish whether that number (or rate of disease development) may be growing or diminishing, and provide useful comparative information across different populations, whether they be geographically or demographically diverse.

Several recent studies have reported CLI prevalence and incidence in the United States ([Table 1](#T0001){ref-type="table"}). CLI prevalence in the US adult population aged 40 or older is estimated to be 1.28%.[@CIT0017] With approximately 156 million US citizens in this age category,[@CIT0018] this prevalence estimate translates to approximately 2 million total CLI patients in the United States. Prevalence estimates in studies of the US Medicare population range from 0.3% to 2.0%.[@CIT0017],[@CIT0019],[@CIT0020] With a current beneficiary population of approximately 60 million,[@CIT0021] there may be nearly 1.2 million total CLI patients in the US Medicare program.[@CIT0017]Table 1CLI prevalence and incidencePublicationCountry/regionData source (years)Population detailsMethodsCLI prevalence (N or %)CLI incidence (annual unless stated)Baser (2013)[@CIT0019]United States100% Medicare inpatient/outpatient/denominator files (2007--2008)US Medicare populationICD-9 and CPT codes used to identify CLI casesUsing ICD-9 codes only:\
Total---0.23%\
Using ICD-9 and CPT codes\
Total---0.54%Using ICD-9 codes only:\
Total---0.20%\
Fontaine Stage III only---0.05%\
Fontaine Stage IV only---0.15%\
Using ICD-9 and CPT codes:\
Total---0.48%Nehler (2014)[@CIT0017]United StatesMarketScan database (2004--2008)US population age ≥40ICD-9 and CPT codes used to identify CLI cases2008 Overall: 1.28%\
2008 Commercial: 0.80%\
2008 Medicaid: 2.57%\
2008 Medicare: 2.01%Total CLI: 0.35%Mustapha (2018)[@CIT0020]United StatesMedicare fee-for-service Parts A and B (2011--2015)Adult US Medicare populationICD-9 and CPT codes used to identify CLI cases2011: 116,031 (0.32%)Total CLI: 0.26%[^1]

CLI prevalence in commercial plans---likely being younger and healthier---are approximately half of Medicare prevalence.[@CIT0017] This is consistent with an observed age gradient and prevalence 2 to 3 times higher in older (age 85+) Medicare patients compared to younger (age 65--69) Medicare patients.[@CIT0019] Annual incidence estimates of total CLI in these same epidemiologic studies range from 0.26% to 0.48%.

### Readmission rates {#S0003-S2001-S3002}

Given the poor prognosis and high morbidity and mortality associated with CLI, patients are commonly hospitalized. In 2016, Agarwal and colleagues quantified the number of CLI hospitalizations in the United States based on an analysis of the US Nationwide Inpatient Sample (NIS), a database that contained discharge data from approximately 8 million hospitalizations during each year of the study period (2003--2011).[@CIT0022] The number of CLI hospitalizations during this time period remained remarkably stable, varying between 325,000 and 375,000 annually.[@CIT0022] This equates to nearly 225 CLI admissions per 1,000,000 US persons aged 40 or older.

Minimizing hospital readmission is an important goal given the risk hospitalizations pose to patients and the increasing use of readmission rates as a metric on which hospitalization performance may be judged. Historically, readmission rates for CLI patients have been high and, therefore, clinical studies occasionally use readmission as an important outcome measure. Recent studies of CLI readmission rates in the United States ([Table 2](#T0002){ref-type="table"} and [Figure 1](#F0001){ref-type="fig"}) demonstrate that readmission is common within 30 days (approximately 15--30%) of the index hospitalization, with rates approaching 60% at 6 months. Furthermore, a study by Kolte and colleagues (2017) using the NIS database shows an increasing likelihood of readmission with increasing disease severity.[@CIT0023]Table 2CLI readmission ratesPublicationCountry/regionData source (years)Population detailsMethodsReadmission rate ranges (see figure 1 for detail)Reed (2016)[@CIT0070]Cleveland, OHCleveland Clinic (2011--2015)CLI patients undergoing endovascular treatmentRetrospective analysis of medical records30-day: 13.9%\
6-month: 40.5%Jones (2016)[@CIT0071]United StatesACS National Surgical Quality Improvement Program (2012--2014)CLI patients undergoing open bypass for rest pain or tissue lossCPT codes to identify cases30-day: 16.5--18.8%Agarwal (2017)[@CIT0029]States of CA, FL, and NYState inpatient databases (2009--2013)Patients with a principal diagnosis of CLIICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and procedures30-day: 23.6--29.1%\
6-month: 47.7--59.5%Bodewes (2017)[@CIT0072]United StatesACS National Surgical Quality Improvement Program (2012--2014)CLI patients undergoing infrainguinal endovascular treatmentCPT codes to identify cases30-day: 16%Kolte (2017)[@CIT0023]United StatesNationwide Readmissions Database (2013--2014)CLI patients undergoing open or endovascular treatmentICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and procedures30-day: 14.8--25.0%Martinez (2018)[@CIT0064]United StatesNationwide Readmissions Database (2013--2014)CLI patients undergoing revascularization proceduresICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and procedures30-day: 19.3%\
Overall: 40.4%Masoomi (2018)[@CIT0073]United StatesNationwide Readmissions Database (2013)CLI patients with/without revascularization proceduresICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and procedures30-day: 5%^a^[^2][^3] Figure 1US CLI readmission rates.**Abbreviation:** CLI, critical limb ischemia.

### Amputation rates and mortality {#S0003-S2001-S3003}

One of the most concerning outcomes for CLI patients is amputation. Recent studies evaluating amputation rates or incidence (terminology varies) are presented in [Table 3](#T0003){ref-type="table"} and [Figure S1](#SF0001). Reviewing the methodologic details for each of these studies demonstrates that there is much heterogeneity in the contemporary literature related to the analysis timeframe (annualized, during hospitalization, or longitudinal evaluation), amputation definition (all types, major amputation only, or unspecified), and populations studied (natural history/untreated, Medicare only, undergoing interventions, all CLI, etc.). Therefore, comparisons and conclusions must be made with caution. Nevertheless, it is clear that, across all studies, amputation rates are unacceptably high---typically exceeding 15--20% at 1 year. The study by Agarwal and colleagues (2016) suggests an association between an increasing focus on limb salvage, greater use of endovascular treatment, and other factors with a decreasing rate of major amputation since 2003 (through 2011 in their study).[@CIT0022] However, there remains ample evidence that there is much room for improvement in terms of reducing the risk of amputation.Table 3CLI amputation ratesPublicationCountry/regionData source (years)Population detailsMethodsAmputation rate or incidenceMarston^a^ (2006)[@CIT0074]Chapel Hill, NCUniversity of North Carolina Wound Management Center (1999--2005)CLI patients with unhealed ulcers not candidates for revascularizationRetrospective analysis of prospectively collected data1-Year\
38%Henry (2011)[@CIT0028]United StatesNationwide Inpatient Sample (2003--2007)Hospitalized CLI patients except those with EVT plus amputationICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and procedures; multivariate regression analysesDuring Admission\
24.2%\
Significant Odds Ratios^b^\
Black: 2.15\
Native American: 2.00\
Low income: 1.12--1.34\
Private insurance: 0.74\
Medicaid: 1.26Peacock (2011)[@CIT0065]MinnesotaState-based hospital claims database (2005--2008)Patients with lower limb ischemic amputation^c^ICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and proceduresAge-Adjusted Incidence\
All: 20.0/100,000\
Rural: 21.4/100,000\
Urban: 19.6/100,000O'Brien-Irr (2012)[@CIT0025]New York StateSPARCS database (2001--2008)CLI patients undergoing vascular interventionICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and proceduresDuring Admission\
Rutherford 4: 3.1%\
Rutherford 5: 26.7%\
Rutherford 6: 55.0%Baser (2013)[@CIT0019]United States100% Medicare inpatient/outpatient/denominator files (2007--2008)US Medicare populationICD-9 and CPT codes used to identify CLI casesAnnual Incidence\
Overall: 12.5%\
Asian: 3.6%\
Hispanic: 9.7%\
White: 11.7%\
Black: 20.5%\
DM-: 7.0%\
DM+: 19.4%Abu Dabrh (2015)[@CIT0003]Multi-nationalPublished literature (1986--2013)^d^Natural history CLI patients not receiving revascularizationMeta-analysis of 8 RCTs and 5 case series1-Year\
Major amputation: 22%Howard (2015)[@CIT0075]United Kingdom (Oxfordshire)Medical records (2002--2012)CLI patients within the OXVASC study population (no age restriction)Prospective, population-based study1-Year\
6.6%\
5-Year\
43.4%Reinecke (2015)[@CIT0026]GermanyGerman health insurer data (2009--2011)Hospitalized CLI patientsICD-10 dx and German procedure (OPS) codes to identify cases and proceduresIndex Hospitalization\
Rutherford 4: 1.6%\
Rutherford 5: 9.8%\
Rutherford 6: 42.0%\
1-Year\
Rutherford 6: 59.6%\
4-Year\
Rutherford 4: 12.1%\
Rutherford 5: 35.3%\
Rutherford 6: 67.3%Agarwal (2016)[@CIT0022]United StatesNationwide Inpatient Sample (2003--2011)Hospitalized CLI patientsICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and proceduresAnnual Major Amputation\
2003: 16.7%\
2011: 10.8%Luders (2016)[@CIT0024]GermanyGerman health insurer data (2009--2012)Hospitalized CLI patients (Rutherford 1--3 as reference group)ICD-10 diagnosis and German procedure (OPS) codes to identify cases and proceduresHazard Ratio vs Rutherford 1--3\
(median follow-up =2.1 years)\
Rutherford 4: 3.0\
Rutherford 5: 9.1\
Rutherford 6: 28.3Spreen (2016)[@CIT0027]The NetherlandsPooled patient-level data from the PADI and JUVENTAS trials (2006-unknown)CLI patients undergoing one of the PADI or JUVENTAS interventionsAnalysis of pooled RCT dataTime: Major Amp. (DM-/DM+)\
6 months: 11.4%/19.7%\
1 year: 16.0%/23.8%\
2 years: 17.8%/28.3%\
3 years: 18.7%/29.2%\
4 years: 20.4%/30.8%\
5 years: 20.4%/34.1%Baubeta Fridh (2017)[@CIT0076]SwedenSwedish National Quality Register for Vascular Surgery (Swedvasc) (2008--2013)CLI patients who had a revascularization treatmentObservational cohort studyTime: Major Amputation\
6 months: 12.0%\
1 year: 14.8%\
2 years: 17.2%\
3 years: 18.6%Klaphake (2017)[@CIT0031]The NetherlandsLarge teaching hospital (2006--2013)CLI patients undergoing major amputationRetrospective analysis of medical recordsDuring Study Period\
Major Amputation: 26%Martinez (2018)[@CIT0064]United StatesNationwide Readmissions Database (2013--2014)CLI patients undergoing revascularization proceduresICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and proceduresDuring Index Admission\
Amputation: 5.4%Masoomi (2018)[@CIT0073]United StatesNationwide Readmissions Database (2013)CLI patients with/without revascularization proceduresICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and proceduresDuring Index Admission\
Major Amputation: 16.2%Mustapha (2018)[@CIT0020]United StatesMedicare fee-for-service Parts A and B (2011--2015)Adult US Medicare populationICD-9 and CPT codes used to identify CLI casesDuring Index Admission\
Major Amputation: 6%[^4][^5]

Amputation rates vary primarily by disease severity. Luders et al (2016) demonstrated that CLI patients have a much higher risk of amputation relative to less severe PAD patients (Rutherford 1--3).[@CIT0024] Within CLI, a clear gradient of higher amputation risk with higher disease severity exists both at initial hospitalization (3.1%, 26.7%, and 55.0% for Rutherford 4, 5, and 6, respectively)[@CIT0025] and through longer-term (4 year) follow-up (12.1%, 35.3%, and 67.3% for Rutherford 4, 5, and 6, respectively).[@CIT0026]

Amputation rates also vary by the presence of comorbid conditions. For example, diabetes is a major risk factor associated with higher amputation rates. Studies by Baser (2013) and Spreen (2016) suggest that the probability of amputation is at least 50% higher in CLI patients with diabetes versus those without this comorbidity.[@CIT0019],[@CIT0027]

Other disparities in amputation risk are apparent that may have demographic and socioeconomic underpinnings. While race/ethnicity, income, and insurance status/type may have some association with diabetes status and/or disease severity, these factors have been shown to be important in amputation. For example, in a study by Henry and colleagues,[@CIT0028] statistically significantly higher odds of amputation during hospitalization were shown for: Black and Native American CLI patients (Odds ratios (OR)=2.15 and 2.00, respectively; reference = white patients);Low-income patients (ORs =1.12--1.34; reference = highest income quartile); andMedicaid patients (OR=1.26; reference = Medicare) \[Note: patients with private insurance were shown to have lower odds of amputation---OR =0.74\].

Similarly, the Baser 2013 study[@CIT0019] also evaluated the annual incidence of amputation in different races in the US Medicare program during the years 2007--2008. The researchers quantified an annual amputation incidence of 20.5% for black CLI patients, approximately double the incidence observed in white and Hispanic CLI patients. The finding of racial disparity in amputation frequency was corroborated in research conducted by Mustapha and colleagues using more recent (2011--2015) Medicare data. In their study, blacks more frequently had major amputation than whites (10% vs 4%; *P*\<0.001), which, according to the authors, was only partially explained by differences in patient characteristics (eg, a higher prevalence of gangrene in blacks vs whites---36% vs 22%; *P*\<0.001).[@CIT0020]

Not only is amputation a major concern of CLI patients because of limb loss, but also because of the elevated mortality associated with amputation. Studies in the United States and Germany have explored this issue in patients hospitalized for CLI[@CIT0029] or PAD.[@CIT0030] Major amputation was a statistically significant risk factor for in-hospital mortality in both studies with odds ratios of 2.81 (relative to CLI patients without major amputation)[@CIT0029] and 6.69 (relative to any PAD patients without major amputation).[@CIT0030]

Longer-term mortality also appears elevated in patients undergoing amputation. In a US Medicare population study, 1-year mortality post-CLI diagnosis was 30.3% in patients without nontraumatic amputation and 40.4% in patients with nontraumatic amputation.[@CIT0019] In a study of elderly (\>70 years of age) Dutch CLI patients, mortality rates at 1, 3, and 5 years were 27%, 49%, and 61%, respectively, in those treated without amputation.[@CIT0031] However, in the elderly CLI patients undergoing amputation, mortality rates at the same timepoints were 44%, 66%, and 85%, respectively, indicating substantially worse survival outcomes.[@CIT0031]

### Long-term mortality rates {#S0003-S2001-S3004}

As discussed earlier, amputation is associated with poor survival outcomes; however, the long-term prognosis for all CLI patients also is unfavorable. Using a variety of methods and data sources, many researchers have quantified mortality in CLI patients ([Table 4](#T0004){ref-type="table"} and [Figure 2](#F0002){ref-type="fig"}). One-year mortality ranges from 15% to 40%, depending on a variety of factors. In addition to the aforementioned impact of amputation, increasing disease severity and diabetes are associated with increased mortality. Over time horizons of 4 to 5 years, mortality commonly exceeds 50%, especially in patients with more severe disease (Rutherford 5 \[ulcer\] or Rutherford 6 \[gangrene\]). However, the evidence suggests that the impact of diabetes is attenuated with longer-term follow-up. Studies by Spreen (2016) and Freisinger (2017) in the Netherlands and Germany, respectively, show no mortality difference by diabetes status[@CIT0032] or minor differences that are not statistically significant.[@CIT0027],[@CIT0032]Table 4Long-term CLI mortality ratesPublicationCountry/regionData source (years)Population detailsMethodsLong-term mortalityBaser (2013)[@CIT0019]United States100% Medicare inpatient/outpatient/denominator files (2007--2008)US Medicare populationICD-9 and CPT codes used to identify CLI cases1-Year\
After CLI dx: 30.3%\
After CLI dx + amp: 40.4%Soga (2014)[@CIT0077]JapanProspective, multicenter (n=17) database (2004--2011)CLI patients undergoing endovascular treatmentRetrospective analysis of medical records2-Year\
41%Abu Dabrh (2015)[@CIT0003]Multi-nationalPublished literature (1986--2013)^a^Natural history CLI patients not receiving revascularizationMeta-analysis of 8 RCTs and 5 case series1-Year\
18%-22%^b^Howard (2015)[@CIT0075]United Kingdom (Oxfordshire)Medical records(2002--2012)CLI patients within the OXVASC study population (no age restriction)Prospective, population-based study30-Day\
7.4%\
5-Year\
29.2%Reinecke (2015)[@CIT0026]GermanyGerman health insurer data (2009--2011)Hospitalized CLI patientsICD-10 diagnosis and German procedure (OPS) codes to identify cases and procedures1-Year\
Rutherford 6: 34.2%\
4-Year\
Rutherford 4: 37.7%\
Rutherford 5: 52.2%\
Rutherford 6: 63.5%Luders (2016)[@CIT0024]GermanyGerman health insurer data (2009--2012)Hospitalized CLI patients (Rutherford 1--3 as reference group)ICD-10 diagnosis and German procedure (OPS) codes to identify cases and proceduresHazard Ratio vs Rutherford 1--3\
(median follow-up =2.1 years)\
Rutherford 4: 2.01\
Rutherford 5: 2.46\
Rutherford 6: 3.59Spreen (2016)[@CIT0027]The NetherlandsPooled patient-level data from the PADI and JUVENTAS trials (2006-unknown)CLI patients undergoing one of the PADI or JUVENTAS interventionsAnalysis of pooled RCT dataTime Point: Mort. (DM-/DM+)\
6 months: 8.0%/12.8%\
1 year: 17.9%/19.2%\
2 years: 25.6%/32.0%\
3 years: 31.3%/38.1%\
4 years: 36.1%/43.0%\
5 years: 48.0%/55.7%Baubeta Fridh (2017)[@CIT0076]SwedenSwedish National Quality Register for Vascular Surgery (Swedvasc) (2008--2013)CLI patients who had a revascularization treatmentObservational cohort studyTime Point: Mortality\
6 months: 13.5%\
1 year: 20.5%\
2 years: 31.7%\
3 years: 41.4%Freisinger (2017)[@CIT0032]GermanyGerman health insurer data (2009--2011)Hospitalized CLI patients with tissue lossICD-10 diagnosis and German procedure (OPS) codes to identify cases and procedures4-Year (Rutherford 5)\
Without diabetes: 50%\
With diabetes: 50%\
4-Year (Rutherford 6)\
Without diabetes: 63%\
With diabetes: 60%Melillo (2016)[@CIT0078]ItalyUniversity hospital (Years not stated; 5--15 year follow-up)CLI patients consecutively admitted to medical or surgical wardsRetrospective case-control studyTime Point: Mortality\
1 year: 15%\
2 years: 24%\
5 years: 43%van Haelst (2018)[@CIT0079]The NetherlandsHospital Discharge Register; Population Register; Cause of Death Register (1998--2010)CLI patients not admitted in prior 3 yearsICD-9 and ICD-10 codes used to identify CLI casesTime Point: Mort. (Male/Female)\
1 yr (1998--2004): 25.9%/27.3%\
1 yr (2005--2010): 24.5%/23.9%\
5 yrs (1998--2004): 59.5%/60.3%\
5 yrs (2005--2010): 57.9%/57.1%Mustapha (2018)[@CIT0020]United StatesMedicare fee-for-service Parts A and B (2011--2015)Adult US Medicare populationICD-9 and CPT codes used to identify CLI cases1-Year\
Rest pain: 16.2%\
Ulcer: 23.9%\
Gangrene: 33.2%\
4-Year\
Rest pain: 40.1%\
Ulcer: 55.0%\
Gangrene: 68.5%[^6][^7] Figure 2Long-term CLI mortality rates.**Abbreviations:** CLI, critical limb ischemia; OXVASC, Oxford Vascular Study.

Quality of life burden {#S0003-S2002}
----------------------

The quality of life burden in CLI patients is substantial. Patients with CLI suffer from ischemic rest pain, non-healing ulcers, and/or symptomatic gangrene.[@CIT0001],[@CIT0012] This debilitating disease causes dependency on caregivers for support, the need for permanent local wound treatment, and the chronic use of pain-relieving medications.[@CIT0011],[@CIT0033] Further, as discussed earlier, there is a significant risk (and fear) of major amputation and a high rate of mortality.[@CIT0011] Additionally, patients with CLI often suffer from one or more comorbidities such as coronary artery disease, dementia, cerebrovascular disease, and diabetes.[@CIT0015],[@CIT0034] All of these factors severely impair a patient's quality of life.

Most of the studies published in the past twelve years assessing quality of life in CLI patients have examined the change in quality of life (ie, improvement) after an intervention (ie, endovascular procedures, surgical revascularization, etc.) in comparison to baseline quality of life scores. Only a few contemporary studies have directly assessed the quality of life burden of CLI in a non-interventional setting.[@CIT0014],[@CIT0035] Although these intervention studies were not designed to compare baseline quality of life scores in CLI patients to healthy people in the community, they may provide useful information on the magnitude of quality of life burden in CLI patients who are candidates for medical intervention. To determine the quality of life burden in CLI patients, this review primarily focused on comparing the baseline quality of life scores of CLI patients reported from interventional studies to the quality of life scores of healthy people reported from studies of community-based norms.

### Instruments for assessing quality of life in CLI patients {#S0003-S2002-S3001}

Studies examining the quality of life in CLI patients have used a combination of generic quality of life questionnaires (ie, SF-36) and disease-specific measures (ie, VascuQOL) ([Table 5](#T0005){ref-type="table"}). Generic instruments are applicable to CLI populations because they address multidimensional domains of quality of life relevant to CLI patients such as mental health, physical functioning, bodily pain, emotional health, commonly performed daily activities, and social functioning.[@CIT0011] The SF-36 is the most frequently used generic quality of life assessment tool in CLI studies. Other generic quality of life measures that have been used in CLI studies include the Nottingham Health Profile (NHP), the World Health Organization Quality of Life Assessment Instrument (WHOQOL-100 and WHOQOL BREF), and the EuroQol-5D. The EuroQol-5D has been used in CLI studies to derive health state utilities.Table 5Commonly used generic and disease-specific quality of life instruments in CLI studiesQOL instrumentAbbreviationDomainsScoringShort-Form 36 or RAND Short-Form 36SF-36 or RAND-3636 items assessing 8 health-related concepts including physical functioning, bodily pain, general health, vitality, social functioning, mental health, and emotional well-being. The measure also yields psychometrically-based physical and mental health summary scores.0 to 100Short-Form 6 DimensionSF-6DThe SF-6D health index is designed for calculating Quality Adjusted Life Years (QALYs), which are used to estimate the cost-effectiveness of health interventions.0 to 1EuroQol-5D (Utility Measure)\
EuroQol-Visual Analog ScaleEQ-5D\
EQ-VASA descriptive system of 5 dimensions including mobility, self-care, usual activities, pain/discomfort, and anxiety/depression.\
Visual analog scale from 0 to 100.EQ-5D Items: 0--1\
VAS: 0--100Nottingham Health ProfileNHP38 statements addressing 6 health-related concepts including energy, pain, emotional reaction, sleep, social isolation, and physical mobility.0--100FLeQKI \[German\]FLeQKI \[German\]35 items addressing 7 domains including comorbidity, physical pain, physical functioning, physical state, social functioning, mental health, and therapy-induced limitations.Vascular Quality of Life QuestionnaireVascuQOL-25\
VascuQOL-625 questions assessing 5 domains including pain, symptoms, activities, social well-being, and emotional well-being.\
6 items assessing the same 5 domains listed above.1--7\
6--24Walking Impairment QuestionnaireWIQ16 questions assessing 4 domains including symptoms, distance, speed, and climbing.0--100World Health Organization Quality of Life Assessment InstrumentWHOQOL-100\
WHOQOL-BREF100 questions assessing physical health, psychological health, social relationships, and environment.\
26 questions assessing 4 domains including physical health, psychological health, social relationships, and environment.0--100\
0--100[^8][^9]

Disease-specific quality of life instruments are applicable to CLI populations because they address the specific limitations experienced by the patient, making them more sensitive to detect clinically relevant changes in health status in response to disease progression or treatment.[@CIT0036] However, a disease-specific quality of life measure for CLI has yet to be developed. Consequently, studies examining the quality of life in CLI patients have relied on disease-specific measures that have previously been developed for PAD patients. The Vascular Quality of Life Questionnaire (VascuQOL) is a PAD-specific measure that has been validated in CLI patients and used in several CLI studies.[@CIT0037] Ideally, studies examining quality of life in patients with CLI should include both generic and disease-specific measures.

### Assessments of quality of life burden in CLI patients {#S0003-S2002-S3002}

Several studies have reported baseline SF-36 scores in CLI patients from clinical trials of various revascularization procedures ([Table 6](#T0006){ref-type="table"}).[@CIT0014],[@CIT0038]--[@CIT0048] In most of these studies, low quality of life baseline SF-36 scores were consistently observed in the physical health domains, including physical functioning, role physical functioning, and bodily pain compared to US community-based norms. The population norms in the United States for each of the SF-36 domains are as follows: physical functioning, 50.7; role physical, 49.5; bodily pain, 50.6; general health, 50.1; vitality, 53.7; social functioning, 51.4; role emotional, 51.4; mental health, 54.3; physical component summary, 49.2; and mental component summary, 53.8.[@CIT0049]Table 6Baseline SF-36/RAND-36 quality of life scores (0--100) for patients with CLIPublicationInstrumentPFRPBPGHVTSFREMHPCSMCSCLI PopulationProcedure(s)Burt (2010)[@CIT0038]SF-36----------------31.157.6100%Autologous peripheral blood cell implantationDeutschmann (2007)[@CIT0039]SF-3624.85.613.950^a^28.170^a^28.546^a^----52%Percutaneous transluminal angioplastyEngelhardt^b^ (2008)[@CIT0040]SF-362512215641503856100%Infrageniculate bypass surgeryForbes (2010)[@CIT0041]SF-36\
SF-3622.7\
23.010.3\
13.130.4\
32.049.1\
48.034.2\
36.340.6\
44.231.5\
36.358.9\
60.1100%^c^\
100%^c^Angioplasty\
Bypass surgeryKeeling (2008)[@CIT0042]SF-3635.616.739.360.444.471.855.675.5----44%Percutaneous transluminal angioplastyKumar (2011)[@CIT0043]RAND-3620.921.131.728.921.828.623.5------100%Various revascularization proceduresLandry (2014)[@CIT0044]SF-36304254942475769----100%Lower extremity bypass surgeryPeeters Weem^d^ (2016)[@CIT0045]SF-3633384538484145473549100%^d^Autologous bone marrow cell therapyShigematsu (2010)[@CIT0046]SF-3624.4\
22.928.7\
2.132.1\
30.138.4\
36.843.1\
45.050.5\
45.830.9\
11.150.6\
59.0100%Hepatocyte growth factor plasmid\
No treatmentSprengers (2010)[@CIT0014]SF-362834.432.939.744.836.939.542.630.845.9100%Bone marrow cell therapyvan Hattum^e^ (2011)[@CIT0047]RAND-364938595555655668374828%Bypass surgeryWohlgemuth (2008)[@CIT0048]SF-3640.726.917.629.355.670.251.962.370%Bypass surgeryMaglinte (2012)[@CIT0049]SF-3650.749.550.650.153.751.451.454.349.253.8-US population norms[^10][^11]

Sprengers and colleagues (2010) assessed quality of life using the SF-36 in 47 patients with "no-option" CLI using baseline data from the JUVENTAS trial, a randomized clinical trial examining the effects of bone marrow mononuclear cells in CLI patients.[@CIT0014] "No-option" CLI was defined as patients with no surgical or endovascular options for revascularization.[@CIT0014] The results of the study showed that patients with no-option CLI reported baseline SF-36 quality of life scores well below the general population quality of life scores on every health dimension of the SF-36 ([Table 6](#T0006){ref-type="table"}).[@CIT0014] Similarly, Forbes and colleagues (2010) examined quality of life in 452 patients with CLI undergoing either angioplasty or bypass surgery from the BASIL trial and found that baseline SF-36 scores were well below the general population norms in both treatment groups for all the physical health domains, including physical functioning (22.7 and 23), role physical (10.3 and 13.1), and bodily pain (30.4 and 32) reflecting a substantial quality of life burden in these patients ([Table 6](#T0006){ref-type="table"}).[@CIT0041]

The EuroQol-5D and the EuroQol VAS (visual analog scale) have been used in several CLI studies to derive health state utilities ([Table 7](#T0007){ref-type="table"}).[@CIT0035],[@CIT0041],[@CIT0047],[@CIT0050]--[@CIT0053] The EuroQol-5D index population norm in the United States is 0.825 (on a 0 to 1 scale) and the EuroQol VAS population norm is 80 (on a 0 to 100 scale).[@CIT0054] A study by Pisa and colleagues (2012) was one of the few recently published studies which assessed the impact of CLI on a patient's quality of life that was not derived from an interventional study.[@CIT0035] In this study, 200 patients with CLI were interviewed to assess the impact of CLI on health status using the EuroQol-5D, VAS, and other utility measures.[@CIT0035] The mean calculated EuroQol-5D and VAS scores for CLI patients were 0.56 and 56, respectively, indicating an impaired health status when compared to US population norms ([Table 7](#T0007){ref-type="table"}).[@CIT0035]Table 7Baseline EuroQol-5D utility scores and VAS scores for patients with CLIPublicationInstrumentBaseline scoreCLI populationProcedures**EuroQol-5D**Egberg (2010)[@CIT0052]EQ-5D0.5415%Percutaneous transluminal angioplastyForbes (2010)[@CIT0041]EQ-5D\
EQ-5D\
SF-6D\
SF-6D0.26\
0.28\
0.53\
0.54100%^a^\
100%^a^\
100%^a^\
100%^a^Angioplasty\
Bypass surgery\
Angioplasty\
Bypass surgeryPisa (2012)[@CIT0035]EQ-5D0.56100%NAvan Hattum (2011)[@CIT0047]EQ-5D0.6828%Bypass surgerySzende (2014)[@CIT0054]EQ-5D0.825--US population norm**VAS**Bague (2017)[@CIT0050]VAS for EQ-5D65.813%EndovascularBrother (2015)[@CIT0051]VAS45.6100%Open surgery or endovascular treatmentForbes (2010)[@CIT0041]VAS for EQ-5D\
VAS for EQ-5D53\
55100%^a^\
100%^a^Angioplasty\
Bypass surgeryKlepanec (2012)[@CIT0053]VAS for EQ-5D51100%Intramuscular delivery of autologous bone marrow cellsPisa (2012)[@CIT0035]VAS for EQ-5D56100%NAvan Hattum (2011)[@CIT0047]VAS for EQ-5D6628%Bypass surgerySzende (2014)[@CIT0054]VAS for EQ-5D80--US population norm[^12][^13]

More recently, Steunenberg and colleagues (2018) assessed quality of life in elderly CLI patients undergoing endovascular, surgical, or conservative therapy using the WHOQOL-BREF questionnaire.[@CIT0033] General population norms for the four WHOQOL-BREF domains are 73.5 for the physical health domain, 70.6 for psychological well-being domain, 71.5 for the social relationships domain, and 75.1 for the environment domain.[@CIT0055] The baseline WHOQOL-BREF scores for the CLI patients in the Steunenberg study were well below the general population norms for all four domains including physical health (10.9--11.6), psychological well-being (14.0--14.2), social relationships (15.4--15.5), and the environment (15.4--15.6) reflecting a substantial quality of life burden in these patients.[@CIT0033]

Several studies have reported baseline VascuQOL in CLI patients from clinical trials of various revascularization procedures and medical therapies.[@CIT0037],[@CIT0041],[@CIT0044],[@CIT0056]--[@CIT0060] In all of these CLI intervention studies, low baseline VascuQOL scores were consistently observed indicating that patients have an impaired quality of life at baseline prior to undergoing an intervention. For example, Forbes and colleagues (2010) evaluated quality of life using the VascuQOL-25 (scoring from 1 to 7) in 452 CLI patients enrolled in the BASIL trial and found low pre-operative baseline scores in both the angioplasty group (2.8) and bypass surgery group (2.9).[@CIT0041] Similarly, Landry and colleagues (2014) evaluated quality of life in 18 CLI patients undergoing lower extremity bypass surgery and found a low VascuQOL-25 score of 2.9 at baseline indicating a substantial quality of life burden in these patients.[@CIT0044]

Economic burden {#S0003-S2003}
---------------

### National CLI cost {#S0003-S2003-S3001}

A complete understanding of the burden of CLI would benefit from a comprehensive estimate of the national cost of the disease. This type of data is lacking in the contemporary CLI literature. Recent studies estimating the national economic burden of CLI have focused on the costs of hospitalized patients, which undoubtedly comprises a substantial portion of the CLI economic burden; however, no comprehensive accounting (beyond hospitalization) of national costs over a longer term has been published recently. An additional limitation of the data in the published literature is that estimates often have focused solely on the hospitalization costs of a subgroup of CLI patients (those undergoing surgical or endovascular revascularization) likely leaving a large number of CLI-related hospitalizations unexplored.

Despite these limitations, three studies do report national cost estimates for CLI.[@CIT0023],[@CIT0061],[@CIT0062] Sachs et al (2011) used the NIS (1999--2007) to estimate the costs of inpatient procedures (angioplasty or bypass) in CLI patients in the United States.[@CIT0061] The results of this study showed a 50% increase in the total inpatient costs from 2001 (\$579 million) to 2007 (\$870 million).[@CIT0061] An analysis by Kolte and colleagues (2017) using the Nationwide Readmissions Database (2013--2014) estimated the inpatient costs for open or endovascular treatment of CLI patients to be approximately \$4.2 billion with an additional \$625 million spent for 30-day unplanned readmissions.[@CIT0023] Finally, Malyar and colleagues (2013) examined all hospitalizations in Germany in 2007 and 2009 to estimate the inpatient costs for all CLI patients and found that total hospital reimbursement for CLI patients exceeded €1.1 billion in 2007 and €1.3 billion in 2009.[@CIT0062]

A recent longitudinal analysis by Mustapha and colleagues (2018) of US Medicare data over the time period 2011 (for the index CLI diagnosis) to September 2015 offers a more comprehensive accounting of CLI costs than those studies focused solely on hospitalization.[@CIT0020] In unmatched and propensity-score-matched patient samples, Mustapha estimated a cost per CLI patient over the 4-year follow-up period of \$93,800 and \$117,800 for the 2 samples, respectively.[@CIT0020] The majority (\~62--68%) of the cost was attributable to inpatient admissions with the remainder approximately equally split between hospital outpatient and physician/supplier costs. Although not an overall national estimate, the authors did calculate an annual cost to Medicare of \~\$12 billion attributable to incident CLI cases. If considering other published epidemiologic data as well as non-Medicare patients, the total US cost of CLI likely would be several times higher than Mustapha's conservative estimate.

### Index CLI hospitalization cost {#S0003-S2003-S3002}

Since hospitalization comprises a large percentage of total CLI cost, research evaluating hospitalization cost at the individual patient level is particularly notable. US and German studies have documented the hospital costs of index CLI procedures using large national databases ([Table 8](#T0008){ref-type="table"}). The US studies provide information on the hospital cost trajectory over a decade, whereas the German studies explore the impact of disease severity and co-morbidity on costs.Table 8Index CLI hospitalization costsPublicationCountry/regionData source (years)CurrencyPopulation detailsMethodsTotal costReinecke (2015)[@CIT0026]GermanyGerman health insurer data (2009--2011)EuroHospitalized CLI patientsICD-10 dx and German procedure (OPS) codes to identify cases and proceduresMean Cost\
2011: €5,316 (Rutherford 4)\
2011: €6,021 (Rutherford 5)\
2011: €8,461 (Rutherford 6)Agarwal (2016)[@CIT0022]United StatesNationwide Inpatient Sample (2003--2011)2015 USDHospitalized CLI patientsICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and proceduresMean Cost\
2003: \~\$23,000\
2007: \~\$23,000\
2011: \~\$23,000Dua (2016)[@CIT0063]United StatesNationwide Inpatient Sample (2001--2011)2015 USDElective admissions to treat CLIICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and proceduresMedian Cost\
2001: \$12,568\
2004: \$15,588\
2007: \$17,964\
2011: \$20,587Freisinger (2017)[@CIT0032]GermanyGerman health insurer data (2009--2011)EuroHospitalized CLI patients with tissue lossICD-10 dx and German procedure (OPS) codes to identify cases and proceduresMean Cost\
Rutherford 5\
2011: €5,975 (with DM)\
2011: €6,058 (without DM)\
Rutherford 6\
2011: €8,860 (with DM)\
2011: €8,080 (without DM)Martinez (2018)[@CIT0064]United StatesNationwide Readmissions Database (2013--2014)USDCLI patients undergoing revascularization proceduresICD-9 diagnosis and procedure codes used to identify cases and proceduresMean Cost\
Index admission: \$29,148\
Readmission: \$17,681[^14]

Agarwal (2016) and Dua (2016) conducted separate analyses using the NIS over similar time periods.[@CIT0022],[@CIT0063] The key difference in the studies was the inclusion criteria which yielded somewhat different patient populations. Agarwal included all adult hospitalizations with a CLI diagnosis whereas Dua excluded any emergent procedures or primary amputations without a prior revascularization, focusing only on patients with elective procedures. Over a 9-year period (2003--2011) with over 640,000 CLI admissions, Agarwal found that the mean hospitalization cost was consistent and unchanged---approximately \$23,000 in each year.[@CIT0022] In patients treated electively for CLI, Dua reported a very different result---a 63% increase in the median hospitalization cost from 2001 (\$12,568) to 2011 (\$20,587).[@CIT0063] While the median cost would be expected to be lower than the mean, and the exclusion of costly emergent procedures and amputations also would explain a lower average cost in the Dua study, the difference in the cost trajectories between the two studies is difficult to reconcile.

More recently, a study by Martinez and colleagues (2018) extended the hospitalization cost findings to 2013/2014 using the Nationwide Readmissions Database (NRD), which included data from nearly 15 million admissions in 22 US states.[@CIT0064] The results of the study showed a mean index admission cost for CLI of \$29,148, as well as a 30-day readmission cost of \$17,681.[@CIT0064] This latter mean estimate is greater than the median 30-day readmission cost of \$12,419 reported by Kolte et al (2017) from their analysis of the 2013/14 NRD.[@CIT0023]

German researchers have employed the BARMER GEK database (the largest public health insurer in the country) to quantify the index hospitalization cost for CLI patients. In two studies, both using data from 2009 to 2011, results documented the higher admission cost associated with increasing disease severity.[@CIT0026],[@CIT0032] Interestingly, index admission costs were similar between CLI patients with and without diabetes, although analyses of inpatient follow-up cost post-discharge noted higher costs for diabetics.[@CIT0032]

### Amputation cost {#S0003-S2003-S3003}

Although evidence suggests that amputation rates may be declining,[@CIT0022] the cost associated with amputation and its elevated morbidity and mortality is still an important component of the overall economic burden of CLI. A few recent studies have quantified amputation-related costs. Hospitalization costs for an amputation may be the easiest to estimate given no requirement for longer follow-up, yet do not appear to have been studied (published) in the CLI population since 2012. Mean or median hospital costs in the 2008/2009 time period have been estimated to range from approximately \$10,000 to nearly \$30,000 with much of the variability due to the level of amputation required (minor vs major).[@CIT0065],[@CIT0066]

Given the challenges in studying patients for periods of time exceeding 1--2 years, especially with the high mortality experienced by this population, the relative lack of contemporary long-term amputation cost studies is understandable. Furthermore, the lone study calculating costs over a 10-year period relies on economic modeling for its cost estimation.[@CIT0066] The authors reported a 10-year expected cost (discounted to net present value) of a primary amputation strategy in Rutherford 5 CLI patients as \$78,958.[@CIT0066]

The most recent study documenting the costs of amputation used sophisticated statistical modeling of the US MarketScan database (2006--2014) to highlight the economic burden associated with amputation.[@CIT0067] The analysis evaluated the monthly cost per patient after the first CLI diagnosis and compared those costs between patients who underwent a major amputation and those that did not. The authors included a broad array of resources (eg, inpatient, outpatient, labs, etc.) and calculated two incremental costs---one that included all resources except pharmacy and another that included pharmacy costs. The results suggested that CLI patients with a major amputation had costs approximately \$5,000 per month higher than those that did not require a major amputation. When adding pharmacy costs, the incremental cost increased to approximately \$6,000 per month.[@CIT0067]

Documenting the economic burden of amputation contributes to an understanding of the overall cost of CLI. However, drawing definitive conclusions about amputation costs based on the most recently published studies is challenging. Differences in study design and robustness, populations and data sources, medical (and non-medical) resources considered, and other factors all contribute to a wide range of cost estimates.

Discussion {#S0004}
==========

CLI is a serious condition that affects millions of patients globally. Its poor prognosis (in terms of both morbidity and mortality) suggests the impact of the disease is substantial. Furthermore, with increasing PAD prevalence and advancing age in many populations, coupled with the growth in other CLI risk factors such as diabetes (globally)[@CIT0068] and smoking (in many countries),[@CIT0069] there seems little reason for optimism that the number of CLI patients will decrease in the near future. Therefore, a comprehensive understanding of disease burden is warranted.

The clinical consequences of CLI, especially excess mortality and the high risk of amputation, are particularly concerning. That these outcomes appear to have a differential racial and socioeconomic impact only adds to their gravity. Other consequences of CLI include ischemic rest pain, non-healing ulcers, symptomatic gangrene, dependency on caregivers for support, the need for permanent local wound treatment, and the chronic use of pain-relieving medications. All of these factors significantly impair the quality of life for CLI patients by imposing a substantial burden on a patient's emotional, social, and physical well-being. In addition to its humanistic impact, CLI morbidity and treatment pose significant financial challenges. At a national level, the disease results in expenditures of billions of dollars and euros in the United States and European countries annually. These expenses appear to be driven largely by hospitalization costs and secondarily by the costs of amputation. Extremely high readmission rates only serve to compound the economic burden.

Our review of the literature related to the burden of CLI has several limitations that should be mentioned. First, many studies, although recently published, utilize data from large databases that may report results from over a decade ago. This data lag may reduce the relevance of even contemporarily published research. Second, our review was not intended to evaluate or recommend specific CLI treatment strategies or individual products or devices and, therefore, non-treatment specific studies or large database studies were preferred over individual clinical trials or single-center studies. This preference, however, was relaxed for the assessment of quality of life burden. The examination of the quality of life burden in CLI patients was based primarily on baseline data from CLI interventional studies as there is a scarcity of contemporary quality of life burden of illness studies in CLI patients. These intervention studies were not designed to compare baseline quality of life scores in CLI patients to healthy people in the community but may provide useful information on the magnitude of quality of life burden in CLI patients. Third, a CLI-specific quality of life measure has yet to be developed. Consequently, studies examining the quality of life in CLI patients have used a combination of generic quality of life questionnaires (ie, SF-36) and disease-specific measures (ie, VascuQOL) that have previously been used to measure quality of life in PAD patients. Finally, for a variety of reasons, comprehensive (in terms of both medical and non-medical/indirect costs) and long-term economic analyses are lacking in CLI patients. This necessarily renders our understanding of the economics associated with the disease as incomplete and the economic burden of CLI underestimated.

By necessity, our research effort explicitly focused on summarizing CLI burden yet the search process yielded several observations related to the published literature that should be addressed. For example, despite our comprehensive search strategies, nearly all recent peer-reviewed CLI epidemiologic research is limited to the US perspective. Several abstracts and non-peer-reviewed presentations were identified that described CLI epidemiology in other countries, but these lacked the detail necessary for inclusion in our review. Also, numerous potentially relevant studies discussed trends in utilization of diagnostic modalities and revascularization (or other) treatment approaches, clinical outcomes associated with interventions, or potential demographic/socioeconomic disparities related to the disease without explicit information pertaining to CLI burden. These topics are important areas for continued research and synthesis, warranting a similar comprehensive assessment and literature review.

Conclusion {#S0005}
==========

This literature review is unique in that it provides a broad perspective of the burden of CLI while focusing on the most recent key publications. Our summary documents a sobering assessment of CLI burden---a poor clinical prognosis translating into diminished quality of life and high costs for millions of patients. Continued prevention efforts and improved treatment strategies are the key to ameliorating the substantial morbidity and mortality associated with this disease.

Disclosure {#S0006}
==========

Steve Duff is an employee of Veritas Health Economics Consulting which was contracted to conduct the literature review. Michael S Mafilios is an employee of Health Economics Associates which was contracted to conduct the literature review. Prajakta Bhounsule and James T Hasegawa are employees of Abbott Vascular. The authors report no other conflicts of interest in this work.

Supplementary material {#S0007}
======================

Figure S1CLI amputation rates.**Abbreviations:** CLI, critical limb ischemia; OXVASC, Oxford Vascular Study.

[^1]: **Abbreviations:** CLI, critical limb ischemia; CPT, Current Procedural Terminology^®^; ICD-9, International Classification of Diseases 9th Revision.

[^2]: **Notes:** ^a^Primary readmission diagnosis of CLI (rather than all-cause).

[^3]: **Abbreviations:** ACS, American College of Surgeons; CLI, critical limb ischemia; CPT, Current Procedural Terminology^®^; ICD-9, International Classification of Diseases 9th Revision.

[^4]: **Notes:** ^a^Although the publication date criteria excluded studies prior to 2007, few papers document the natural history of CLI disease and, therefore, this paper was included within the review; ^b^Reference groups in the multivariate logistic regression: Race/ethnicity=white; median income quartiles=Q4 (highest income); payer=Medicare; ^c^Unclear if entire population was CLI; ^d^Publication dates listed; data used in the individual studies may be considerably older.

[^5]: **Abbreviations:** Amp, amputation; CLI, critical limb ischemia; CPT, Current Procedural Terminology^®^; DM, diabetes mellitus; EVT, endovascular treatment; ICD-9/10, International Classification of Diseases 9th/10th Revision; JUVENTAS, Rejuvenating Endothelial Progenitor Cells via Transcutaneous Intra-Arterial Supplementation; OPS, Operationen und Prozedurenschlüssel \[German procedure classification\]; OXVASC, Oxford Vascular Study; PADI, Percutaneous Transluminal Balloon Angioplasty and Drug-Eluting Stents for Infrapopliteal Lesions in Critical Limb Ischemia; RCT, randomized clinical trial; SPARCS, Statewide Planning and Research Cooperative System.

[^6]: **Notes:** ^a^Publication dates listed; data used in the individual studies may be considerably older; ^b^With (22%) and without (18%) one study with substantially longer follow-up; 1-year mortality based on the median follow-up of the included studies being 1 year.

[^7]: **Abbreviations:** Amp, amputation; CLI, critical limb ischemia; CPT, Current Procedural Terminology^®^; DM, diabetes mellitus; ICD-9/10, International Classification of Diseases 9th/10th Revision; JUVENTAS, Rejuvenating Endothelial Progenitor Cells via Transcutaneous Intra-Arterial Supplementation; OPS, Operationen und Prozedurenschlüssel \[German procedure classification\]; OXVASC, Oxford Vascular Study; PADI, Percutaneous Transluminal Balloon Angioplasty and Drug-Eluting Stents for Infrapopliteal Lesions in Critical Limb Ischemia; RCT, randomized clinical trial; yr(**S**), year(**S**).

[^8]: **Notes:** Data from Alabi 2017,[@CIT0004] Lawall 2012,[@CIT0011] Monaro 2016,[@CIT0012] Steunenberg 2016,[@CIT0015] Wohlgemuth 2007.[@CIT0080]

[^9]: **Abbreviations:** QOL, quality of life; CLI, critical limb ischemia.

[^10]: **Notes:** ^a^Baseline SF-36 scores estimated from figure \#3 in Deutschmann 2007;[@CIT0039] bA weighted average of the baseline SF-36 scores for the three patient subgroups (Non-Diabetes, Diabetes, and Secondary Amputation) from Table \#3 in Engelhardt 2008;[@CIT0040] cCLI population defined as "severe lower limb ischemia" in the Forbes 2010[@CIT0041] study (BASIL trial); ^d^For the purpose of this analysis, the CLI patient population from the Peeters Weem 2016[@CIT0045] study was defined as patients with "no option severe limb ischemia"; baseline SF-36 scores estimated from figure \#2 in Peeters Weem 2016;[@CIT0045] eFor the purposes of this analysis, the SF-36 scores presented in the table earlier are from Table II in the van Hattum 2011[@CIT0047] study for the Bypass and Oral Anticoagulants or Aspirin (BOA) Study group.

[^11]: **Abbreviations:** BP, Bodily Pain; CLI, critical limb ischemia; GH, General Health; MCS, Mental Component Summary; MH, Mental Health; PCS, Physical Component Summary; PF, Physical Functioning; RAND-36, 36-item Short-Form Health Survey; RE, Role Emotional; RP, Role Physical; SF, Social Functioning; SF-36, 36-item Short-Form Health Survey; VT, Vitality.

[^12]: **Note:** ^a^CLI population defined as "severe lower limb ischemia" for Forbes 2010[@CIT0041] (BASIL trial).

[^13]: **Abbreviations:** CLI, critical limb ischemia; EQ-5D, EuroQol-5 Dimension; NA, not applicable; SF-6D, Short-Form Six-Dimension; VAS, visual analog scale.

[^14]: **Abbreviations:** CLI, critical limb ischemia; DM, diabetes mellitus; ICD-9/10, International Classification of Diseases 9th/10th Revision; OPS, Operationen und Prozedurenschlüssel \[German procedure classification\]; USD, US dollar.
